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PER CURI AM

Brandon Cai ne Del amar appeal s his conviction and sentence for
one count of bank robbery in violation of 18 U S.C. § 2113(a)
(2000). Delamar was sentenced to 160 nonths’ inprisonment, |ess
than the statutory maxi mum term of inprisonnment authorized by
statute. On appeal, Del amar contends the district court inposed a

sentence in violation of the rule announced in Apprendi Vv. New

Jersey, 530 U.S. 466 (2000), by finding he was a career offender
based upon prior convictions not alleged in the indictnment. This
claimis without nmerit. “[F]actual determ nations that increase a
defendant’s sentence under the sentencing guidelines do not
i nplicate Apprendi and may be nmade by the sentencing judge as | ong
as the sentence inposed is less than the maxi mum permtted by

statute for the offense for which the defendant was convicted.”

United States v. Qbi, 239 F.3d 662, 667 (4th Cr.), cert. denied,

122 S. Ct. 86 (2001).

Accordingly, we affirm the conviction and sentence. \W':]
di spense wi th oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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